Threat postures are known for many species of animals and, since the discovery of appeasement display (LoR?. NZ, 1935), appeasement postures have been found in many species as well (e.g. TINBERGEN & MOYNIHAN, 1952). Both types of display can lessen the chance that the displaying animal will be attacked but how this is achieved is not well understood. MOYNIHAN (1955, pp. 7o-7I ) suggests that threat displays prevent attack by increasing the escape drive of the opponent, but that appeasement displays do so by removing the stimuli releasing attack in the opponent. VAN IERSEL & BOL (1958, pp. 48-49) state: "The effect of a threat-movement ... is apparently the result of an increase in the escape drive, which inhibits the aggression...", and they further suggest "that the effect of an appeasement, though virtually the same (stopping aggression), does not result from inhibition of aggression via the increased escape drive, but from a nonactivation of aggression." Likewise TINBERGEN (1959) recognizes that threat stops aggression by releasing escape which inhibits attack. He further suggests that an appeasement posture achieves its effect by inhibiting both attack and escape with reference to the displaying animal; this might be similar to the mechanism outlined by MOYNIHAN and by VAN IERSEL and BOL.
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I) Fish used in this study were compared with specimens in the British Museum (Natural History), London. Though not identical to the museum specimens they were identified as Barbus stoliczkanus Day. Specimens were deposited in the Museum as Nr. 1966. 9. 14. 27-34.
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3) We are grateful to Dr W. C. DILGER and Dr P. SEVENSTER for reading the manuscript, to Dr P. H. GREENWOOD for identifying our fish, and also to Mr N. TEEGELAAR for making the illustrations. escape and aggression (e.g. as expressed in counter threat) and/or an increased readiness to escape. Response to appeasement should show neither of these characteristics, or at least a marked decrease in their occurrence.
Although these papers are based on studies of gulls and terns, the concepts discussed are basic and may apply broadly to vertebrate behavior. Barbus stoliczkanus was chosen to test the above predictions since it has clear threat and appeasement postures that occur frequently in agonistic encounters.
TERMINOLOGY
Barbus stoliczkanus is a rather small cyprinid occurring in Burma. The a a in our laboratory population were about 4.5 cm standard length, somewhat larger. The background color ranges from grayish olive on the back to yellowish on the sides, and there are two black marks on the side, 
